APPENDIX A
DETAILED RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1.0 PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS

DETAILED RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1.0 Public Meeting Comments
The 30-day comment period for the Proposed Plan for the St. Louis Downtown Site
began on April 8, 1998 and ended on May 8, 1998. A public meeting was held on April
21, 1998 to hear comments and answer questions regarding the SLDS’ Feasibility Study
and Proposed Plan. The following comments were taken from the St. Louis Downtown
Site Public Meeting transcript and paraphrased for continuity and clarity. Verbatim
statements by meeting participants, as they appear in the transcript, are written in italic
font.
Comment 1
Commentor: Mr. Bob Eck. Mr. Eck is the director of the Missouri Department of
Natural Resources, St. Louis regional office. He is speaking on behalf
of the Department Director, Steve Mahfood.
Comment:

Mr. Eck stated the preference of the St. Louis Site Remediation Task
Force for Alternative 6 and that all backfill should be from approved
offsite borrow locations. Mr. Eck stated,
“The State of Missouri prefers Alternative 6 as the remedy for
cleaning up radioactive contamination at the St. Louis Downtown
Site. We believe Selective Excavation and Disposal provides the
best vehicle for attaining the objectives of the St. Louis Site
Remediation Task Force. Only approved off-site borrow should be
used to fill the excavations at the vicinity properties.
We do believe the remediation should clean up to industrial use
criteria the Mallinckrodt site and 5/15 ‘any use’ levels at any
depth for the vicinity properties. We believe Alternative 6 can be
accomplished in a manner that will leave property owners whole.
Such will result in the best response to the federal nuclear
weapons production legacy in this part of the community
Mr. Eck also expressed his support for the use of institutional controls
"to ensure continued protection until a remedy for inaccessible soils is
developed."

Response:

The USACE agrees to select Alternative 6 as the preferred remediation
alternative, instead of Alternative 4. This will be reflected in the
Record of Decision (ROD). This decision is largely due to the
overwhelming support for Alternative 6 by the public, Mallinckrodt,
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Inc. and local, state and federal government officials. Both alternatives
are protective of the current and future worker and the environment.
However, Alternative 6 reduces radionuclide levels further, thus
providing additional protectiveness relative to Alternative 4. In
addition, this alternative will reduce the need for future studies,
designs, and remedial actions, thus avoiding future potential liability
and costs to the federal government. Alternative 6 also allows
Mallinckrodt, Inc. the freedom to grow and support the local
community without future remediation liabilities.
As stated in the Proposed Plan and the Feasibility Study, Alternative 6
will continue to use soils from onsite removal activities as backfill, as
long as the radiological contamination levels of the soil are less than
ALARA criteria. This soil will only be used as backfill up to depths of
4 or 6 feet, depending on the excavation zone. Only approved borrow
from offsite will be permitted to backfill areas at the vicinity properties
and above 4 or 6 feet at SLDS. This approach is more cost effective
than using offsite soil for all the backfill due to avoidance of disposal
fees and minimizing transport costs for the new soil. Additionally,
clean offsite backfill to depth will provide little or no substantial health
benefits since the backfill areas in question extend deeper than areas
projected to be disturbed by future activities.
In addition to choosing Alternative 6 for implementation, the USACE
has revised Alternative 6 so the vicinity property soils will be
remediated to levels equal to or less than the more stringent
“composite” criteria regardless of depth. Inaccessible soils on the
vicinity properties will be managed through institutional controls until
a remedy is developed for the inaccessible soils operable unit. This
rigorous level of remediation will allow unrestricted use of the
accessible soils on the vicinity properties.

Comment 2
Commentor: Anna Ginzburg. Ms. Ginzburg represented the Mayor's Office of the
City of St. Louis.
Comment:

Ms. Ginzburg read a prepared statement from Mayor Harmon. The
statement was principally in support of Alternative 6 and for the
Mallinckrodt’s "outstanding corporate citizenship". The statement
opened,
“As Mayor of the City of St. Louis, I submit the following
statement in response to the Army Corps of Engineers Proposed
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Plan for the downtown site dated April 1998. The Mallinckrodt
site should be cleaned up to the standards laid out in Alternative 6
of the April 1998 Proposed Plan. This alternative is most
consistent with the recommendations of the St. Louis Site
Remediation Task Force which states that the Mallinckrodt
properties should be cleaned up to a depth of 8 feet. Cleanup to
the 4 and 6-foot levels stated in Alternative 6 will allow for the
future development at the Mallinckrodt site.”
The statement went on to praise Mallinckrodt as a "positive presence"
by reading,
“The Mallinckrodt Corporation has displayed outstanding
corporate citizenship throughout the entire cleanup and public
input process. They have made major in-kind contributions of
time, energy and resources moving the site cleanup forward
significantly. The City of St. Louis values Mallinckrodt’s
commitment to the Near North Riverfront area and the other
neighborhoods surrounding its facility.
The plan laid out in Alternative 6 will allow Mallinckrodt to
undertake development and expansion that will help the company
maintain and expand its positive presence.
Supporting
Mallinckrodt development plan is a top priority for the City of St.
Louis.”
The Mayor was critical of Alternative 4 because it "does not take into
account the long-term costs related to ongoing oversight and
monitoring for the significant level of contamination that would
remain." And, "it is unfair to assume that Mallinckrodt Corporation
will accept this burden indefinitely."
The Mayor's statement expressed concern for the contamination on the
vicinity properties by stating,
“These vicinity properties include several small businesses, as well
as property owned by the City of St. Louis. The City property is
adjacent to the recently opened Riverfront Trail. It is essential that
this property be cleaned up to standards for unrestricted use in the
near future since it is likely to be frequented by families using the
trail.
The cleanup of the businesses included in the vicinity properties
must be closely coordinated with the business owners so that
economic activity is not disrupted. The Army Corps of Engineers
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should begin negotiations with these businesses in order to develop
a cleanup plan. Under no circumstances should the burden of
cleanup costs or the responsibility for monitoring and oversight of
continuing contamination fall on these businesses.
At a minimum, we need to clean up the vicinity properties to the
same unrestricted use standards that the City, the County and the
State want to see utilized at the Airport Site and adjacent
properties in the much more affluent North County neighborhoods
surrounding the Airport Site.”
Response:

Based on public comment, the USACE has selected Alternative 6 for
implementation, rather than the initially proposed Alternative 4. The
public and stakeholders expressed strong concern that Alternative 4
did not provide satisfactory protection of workers during Mallinckrodt,
Inc. industrial activities. These parties also expressed concern that the
residual contamination left in place below 2 feet represents an openended liability for Mallinkrodt, Inc. with respect to management of
waste soils made available during future activities. It was noted by
commentors that minimizing limitations so Mallinckrodt, Inc. can
freely expand and renovate is of utmost importance to the community
and the local economy. Selection of Alternative 6 as the preferred
alternative provides an additional level of protectiveness relative to
Alternative 4, and satisfactorily mitigates stakeholder concerns by
reducing further the amount of residual radionuclide contamination
and eliminating any future burden associated with Mallinckrodt, Inc.
land-use. In addition, Alternative 6 will reduce the need for future
studies, designs, and remedial actions, thus avoiding future potential
liability and costs to the federal government.
In addition to selecting Alternative 6 for implementation, the USACE
has revised Alternative 6 so the vicinity property soils are remediated
to levels equal to or less than the more stringent “composite” criteria
regardless of depth. Those inaccessible soils on the vicinity properties
at the time of remediation will be managed through institutional
controls until a remedy is developed. This rigorous level of
remediation will allow unrestricted use of the accessible soils on the
vicinity properties.
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Comment 3
Commentor: Mr. Richard Cavannaugh. Mr. Cavannaugh is the Chair of the St. Louis
FUSRAP Oversite Committee. He represented the St. Louis County
and presented a Statement from the St. Louis County Executive, Buzz
Westfall.
Comment:

Before reading the county executive’s statement, Mr. Cavanaugh gave a
brief overview of the committee’s purpose to collaboratively work with
the City “to provide oversight and assurance that standards are
maintained on the cleanup” on the Downtown site as well as the
Airport Site and adjacent properties.
The Mr. Westfall’s statement, read by Mr. Cavanaugh, expressed
disagreement with the proposed alternative based on recommendations
by the St. Louis Site Remediation Task Force and the long-term adverse
economic impact Alternative 4 may have to Mallinckrodt Inc. and the
region. Mr. Westfall’s statement read,
“I [Mr. Westfall] must, however, disagree with the Corps of
Engineers` current recommendation for Alternative 4 for cleanup
of the St. Louis Downtown site. Alternative 4 would only provide a
partial solution to the cleanup issue at the Mallinckrodt plant.
Most importantly, the proposed plan for Alternative 4 is not
consistent with the recommendations of the St. Louis Site
Remediation Task Force. The Task Force recommendation-based on over three years of hard work and study by the
Radioactive Waste Commissions of both St. Louis County and the
City of St. Louis--clearly calls for the use of clean backfill at the St.
Louis Downtown Site.
The Mallinckrodt Corporation is a long standing and vital
employer in the St. Louis region. Several other businesses operate
in the nearby vicinity properties. The proposed Alternative 4
would result in radioactive contamination remaining in the ground
on the north St. Louis site. The perceived short-term cost savings
of Alternative 4 are overshadowed by the long-term economic
benefits of complete remediation of the Downtown Site.
It is the hope of the St. Louis community that Mallinckrodt will
continue to operate a plant at the Downtown Site. Further, it’s
expected that Mallinckrodt will build future manufacturing
facilities at that location. When such construction is contemplated,
further radioactive waste remediation would be required prior to
construction. Both the cost and time involved in such future
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remediation will functionally argue against Mallinckrodt’s
consideration of the north St. Louis site for future economic
development.”
Mr. Westfall’s comments conclude with the recommendations of
proceeding with Alternative 6 instead of Alternative 4. Alternative 6,
according to Mr. Westfall’s statement will “assure complete
remediation of the Mallinckrodt Site and will be a worthwhile
investment in the future of a vibrant economy for our region. Any
strategy short of the complete remediation outlined in Alternative 6
would be short sighted”.
Response:

Please refer to the Responses associated with Comments 1 and 2,
pertaining to the selection of Alternative 6 for implementation, based
on public comment.

Comment 4
Commentor: Ms. Mimi Garstang. Ms. Garstang's comments were on behalf of State
geologist Dr. James Williams.
Comment:

Ms. Garstang began with a brief description of the site’s groundwater
system and its current use. Her principle concern was for the protection
of the aquifer system potentially influenced by the site’s contamination
and that the selected remedy provide this protection. Ms. Garstang’s
statement read,
“You’re probably all aware that the St. Louis Downtown Site is
located on the Mississippi River flood plain. The facility is
underlain by a major groundwater aquifer that extends from the
northern reaches of the Mississippi River to the Gulf of Mexico.
This aquifer supplies groundwater for private, public and
commercial uses throughout much of its extent.
I [Dr. Williams] recognize that the Mississippi River alluvial
aquifer in the general vicinity of the St. Louis Downtown Site is not
currently used for public water supply. However, the potential for
such use cannot be discounted. The quantity as well as the quality
of the water in this aquifer is adequate and suitable for many uses.
Protection of the aquifer is essential given the volume and
reliability of the water present.
The close proximity of the Mississippi River means that there is a
measurable influence by the river on the aquifer. The bedrock
aquifer to the west influences the alluvium to a lesser amount. I
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[Dr. Williams] realize that treatment of the water in this alluvium
may be necessary prior to consumption. The extent of treatment
may also be impacted by man-made influences on the aquifer.
However, that does not allow for contamination risks to exist that
knowingly would or could cause degradation of water quality
beyond reasonable limits for standard treatment by the user.
All remedial actions considered for the St. Louis Downtown Site
should include efforts to eliminate the potential for radionuclides
or other contaminants to adversely impact the alluvial aquifer
usable as a water supply.”
Response:

Alternative 6, in addition to protecting the workers and providing
flexibility for Mallinckrodt growth, also provides protection of
groundwater by removing the majority of the source material
responsible for deteriorating the water quality. A more aggressive
treatment approach for meeting remedial objectives is not practical
from a cost and technological standpoint because of the proximity to
the Mississippi River, the nearest receptor, and the reduction of source
material provided by the preferred alternative. Despite not being
treated, residual contamination left by Alternative 6 does not pose a
significant risk to water users since groundwater is not directly used as
a water source and contaminants in the Upper Zone are not present in
sufficient concentration to impact the quality of the Mississippi River.
Alternative 6, in addition to removing the majority of the source
material, also provides for future assurances that the current non-use of
regional groundwater continues. Alternative 6 regulates groundwater
use through institutional controls that restrict groundwater usage until
such time as the water no longer poses a threat. In addition to wateruse restrictions, Alternative 6 also monitors the potential migration of
the contaminants to determine the remedy’s effectiveness and to
provide a determination of water quality impacts.

Comment 5
Commentor: Ms. Sally Price. Ms. Price's comments were made on behalf of the St.
Louis FUSRAP Oversight Committee, of which she is a member.
Comment:

Ms. Price presented the opinion of the oversight committee that the
preferred Alternative 4 should be switched to Alternative 6 based on the
increased protection to human health offered by 6, as well as
Alternative 6 being “more conducive to the continued long term growth
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and viability interests of Mallinckrodt Chemical Company”.
stated,

She

“At the committee’s last meeting this past Friday on April 17,
1998, they discussed the St. Louis Downtown Site Feasibility Study
and Proposed Plan. As a result of the discussions, the committee
unanimously approved a motion to support the Alternative 6
cleanup option offered in the report”.
Ms. Price closed her statement by emphasizing the importance of
Mallinckrodt, Inc. and the vital economic base it provides the
community as well as the North St. Louis area.
Response:

Please refer to the Responses associated with Comments 1 and 2,
pertaining to the selection of Alternative 6 for implementation, based
on public comment.

Comment 6
Commentor: Ms. Rita Bleser. Ms. Bleser is the Vice Present and General Manager
of Mallinckrodt, Inc. and Plant Manager of the St. Louis Plant.
Comment:

Ms. Bleser opened with an overview of the Mallinckrodt company and
its past growth and future upgrade plans. She emphasized Mallinckrodt
growth and commitment to the FUSRAP Program by stating,
“Over the last 10 years Mallinckrodt has invested more than 200
million dollars in new manufacturing and support facilities in the
St. Louis plant. Over the next 5 years Mallinckrodt hopes to
continue investment in upgraded and new facilities at the plant.
Mallinckrodt’s interest in the continued development of the St.
Louis plant makes it very concerned about the government cleanup
of residual contamination under the FUSRAP program.
Mallinckrodt has been an active partner in all FUSRAP activities.
Employees serve on the Oversight Task Force, and we have
committed staff and revenue to cleanup projects. To facilitate
FUSRAP remedial activities, Mallinckrodt has relocated on-going
operations, utility systems and demolished structures.
Given our involvement in FUSRAP remedial activities and our
continued desire to invest in and expand the St. Louis plant, we are
concerned about the Corps stated preference for implementation of
Alternative 4 of the plan. This alternative simply does not remove
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enough contaminated soil to ensure that future investment in the
plant is financially justified.
The presence of contaminated soil in future construction zones will
add costs, complexity and time to the construction of
manufacturing and support facilities at the St. Louis plant. As a
result, it may be more cost effective for Mallinckrodt to invest in
facilities where such burdens do not exist.”
Ms. Bleser expressed concern for the USACE’s preferred Alternative 4
and recommended acceptance of Alternative 6. She stated,
“The Corps’ preferred alternative is also not consistent with the
recommendation of the St. Louis Site Remediation Task Force. In
its September 1996 report this task force of community
representatives recommended that soil contaminants be removed to
a depth permitting general excavation for maintenance without
concern.
Implementation of Alternative 4 would require that restrictions on
future excavation be imposed according to the Corps’ own risk
analysis. Thus, the proposed plan does not excavate enough
contaminated soil to avoid these restrictions and meet the task
force recommendation. The Corps’ plan also leaves its ownership
of remaining contaminated materials unaddressed in this plan.
Therefore, the cost of Alternative 4 is understated.
As the agency responsible for implementing the FUSRAP program,
and as the successor to the Department of Energy, the Corps is
obligated to remediate all MED - AEC related residues. Any
left-behind contamination remains the responsibility of the Corps.
As the Mallinckrodt facility and vicinity properties are further
developed, soils left behind under Alternative 4 will be excavated
by Mallinckrodt and other property owners and provided to the
Corps for management and disposal. These administrative and
disposal costs of the Corps are not included in the cost of
Alternative 4. Most importantly, Alternative 4 does not minimize
potential employee exposure. Remediation of more, not less,
contaminated soils at this time lessens overall worker exposure.
...Implementation of Alternative 6 would remove contaminated soil
to a depth of 6 feet and backfill the excavated site with clean fill.
Therefore, contaminated soils likely to be encountered during
routine maintenance and construction activity would be removed.
This remediation alternative is consistent with Mallinckrodt needs,
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the task force recommendation, and minimizes long term worker
exposure.”
Response:

Please refer to the Responses associated with Comments 1 and 2,
pertaining to the selection of Alternative 6 for implementation, based
on public comment.

Comment 7
Commentor: Father Richard Creason. Father Creason is the pastor of Holy
Trinity Church.
Comment:

Father Creason opened with a brief historical overview of his
church. He emphasized how Mallinckrodt, Inc. is part of what
makes a community. He states this support for Mallinckrodt, Inc.’s
continued presence and Alternative 6 by stating,
“...I think we [Mallinckrodt and Holy Trinity Church] both strive
to be very responsible citizens in this community, to make a
contribution to the improvement to a life and the well being of all
who live here. And I think when you look at the elements that go to
constitute a community, that it’s employment and housing and
education, and those things that people cherish in terms of a strong
family life. I really would like to see Mallinckrodt stay here and
continue to be that corporate citizen along with us.
I think that the choice of level 6 or Alternative 6 for remediation
would help them to redevelop that property and help to strengthen
an otherwise fragile neighborhood. And so I think that that’s my
reason for saying that, and I hope you will give that due
consideration.”

Response

Please refer to the Responses associated with Comments 1 and 2,
pertaining to the selection of Alternative 6 for implementation, based on
public comment.
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Comment 8
Commentor: Mr. Tom Bratkowski.
neighborhood
Comment:

A resident of the Old North St. Louis

Mr. Bratkowski stated he would favor removal of all radioactive waste
and “We need to remove any stigma associated the Manhattan project
from north St. Louis.......We need to think in terms of rebuilding our
community”. He stated,
“And the best way that can be achieved is not by doing the
minimum but by doing the maximum, to reinsure that every effort is
made to remove radioactive waste as deep and as far as possible.
So I think this is an investment in the future. We can’t think in
terms of cheap dollars today and long term costs tomorrow if we
ignore the opportunity to clean it up.
So I would speak in terms of Alternative 6 if that means complete
remediation of the sites as effectively as possible. If Alternative 5
is even better, even though there’s a difference in terms of millions
of dollars, I think that’s money well spent, and I think face my
children with that decision without any doubt in my mind that is
money well spent.”
After listening to other comments from the participants who supported
Alternative 6 he asked the question, “Does Alternative 5 mean that
Mallinckrodt would go out of business or disappear?”
It was explained to Mr. Bratkowski that Alternative 5 would not put
Mallinckrodt out of business: that it simply provides an even greater
measure of protection than Alternative 6.

Response:

Please refer to the Responses associated with Comments 1 and 2,
pertaining to the selection of Alternative 6 for implementation, based
on public comment.
Alternative 5 would remove all the accessible contaminated soil whose
concentration exceeds the most stringent cleanup criteria, the
composite criteria.
This approach is much more costly than
Alternative 6 with little added benefit toward human health and the
environment. The USACE and the majority of commentors agree that
Alternative 6 has a more reasonable cost-to-benefit ratio than
Alternative 5.
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Comment 9
Commentor: Dr. Carol Prombo. Dr. Prombo has a Ph.D. in isotope geochemistry and
is a citizen of St. Louis.
Comment:

Dr. Prombo opened her remarks by listing her credentials as a scientist,
teacher and a concerned citizen active in community affairs. She
expressed support for funding the SLDS clean up effort, as well as other
hazardous waste sites by saying,
“I look at all of the ways that we can spend our money as a
society. I look at some of the lead contaminated sites. I look at
piles of lead tailings that are not contained in anywhere near what
the waste here is being controlled by. I look at the school system.
And as I say, I strongly support a cleanup of all of the local
radioactive waste sites.
And I guess this is more of a comment --my next comment is more
to our political leaders, because the laws that are being followed
here are laws that are set by Congress, you know, by the Senate
and the House of Representatives. And they are set in response to
the public. Our public perception of the hazards from radioactive
wastes is very high. We also have a number of other hazards
locally where our perception is not as high where I would like to
see an equivalent reduction of hazard.”
Dr. Prombo supported the need for cleanup action but expressed
concern about the expense of the alternatives and about disposal of the
excavated contaminated soil offsite by stating,
“...I am not in support of taking waste that was produced here and
dumping it on people with less power. And if we look at states like
Utah and Nevada and Arizona, they don’t have as many people in
the House of Representatives as we do here.
I strongly support a cleanup that will reduce hazards to the people
of St. Louis. I would like to see it done in a cost effective manner.
I recently served on the NASA panel on the creation and planning
team for extra terrestrial materials which oversees specifically the
curation of our moon rocks. And NASA is switching from a
philosophy of spending a lot of money on one mission to a faster,
better, cheaper.
And I hope that some day when it comes to our hazardous waste
disposal we’ll go to a faster, better, cheaper approach. I just wish
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to say I strongly support the materials being cleaned up. It would
seem that they could probably be done in a more cost effective
manner and without dumping it on people that have less power
than we do.”
Later in the meeting Dr. Prombo made a comment that the SLDS “is
right in the thick of the liquefaction zone”. She went on to explain that
the ground in the region would behave as a liquid during a moderate or
larger earthquake, and the level of cleanup should be appropriate for
these areas where residential use is not appropriate. She stated,
“And as far as a level to which one is going to clean up, going
after every last atom of contamination--personally I don’t think
residential--expanding residential use in liquefaction areas makes
good sense for personal safety of individuals. So as far as
cleaning up to a level for industrial use, this sounds like a good use
of resources. And not going to a more stringent residential
standard for an area that’s at a high risk for earthquake hazard”.
In response to an individual's observation that no one has supported the
USACE’s recommendation for Alternative 4, Dr. Prombo stated she
supported Alternative 4 because she wanted the “cheaper” cleanup.

Response:

Alternative 4 would be the least expensive of the offsite disposal
options, however, the majority of the comments received were in favor
of Alternative 6. Alternative 6 is somewhat more costly than
Alternative 4 but the stakeholders believe that the added costs are
justified in order to provide additional protection to Mallinckrodt
workers and eliminate future liabilities associated with residual
contamination in soils. Please refer to the Responses associated with
Comments 1 and 2.

Comment 10
Commentor: Mr. Doug Eller. Mr. Eller is a resident of the area, and is employed
with Grace Hill Neighborhood Services.
Comment:

Mr. Eller identified and supported Mallinckrodt as an “anchor” in the
community and supported Alternative 6 by stating,
“I would like to say that we are also -- and I’m speaking for
myself --I’m also in support of the alternate 6. We believe that
it’s important that we keep what few anchors that we have in our
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community here. Mallinckrodt is one of the few anchors as is Holy
Trinity Church. There aren’t very many left any more. We’re
trying to develop the Riverfront Trail to become an anchor in the
community but it nowhere comes close to the impact that
Mallinckrodt has had in the community here and continues to have.
And we need to support that in any way possible. We want to make
sure that it’s economically feasible for them to remain here and
that they can continue to be supportive.
They’ve done such things as employ people in the neighborhood.
They sponsor, underwrite events within the community. They work
at bringing people together and helping to problem solve when
they’re sometimes fragmented. And the list goes on to the point
that it would be a grave loss to lose something as valuable as
Mallinckrodt here.
So we want to --especially me -- want to make sure that we have
this understood, that we support Alternative 6.”
Mr. Eller also commented that the meeting was not well publicized in
community and that the “didn’t get any notification of meeting today
except at the last minute”. As a result he “observed not many residents
were present at the meeting”. He stated,
“And I know that our neighborhood is perhaps 75 or 80 percent
African American. And I don’t see very many African American
faces here either as well as neighbors. So I think though that if
you would have more people from the neighborhood here, they
would also support the things that I’m saying. Because anybody
coming in contact with Mallinckrodt has done so in a very positive
way”.
Mr. Eller questioned how the meeting was publicized to the local
residents. Mr. Chris Haskell, the environmental public information
specialist, responded by stating,
“The quick answer is we did the standard things, sent out press
releases, notice in the paper. In fact, we’re required to put notice,
and we, in fact, did. And then also Anna from the Mayor’s office,
I thanked her for the suggestion of using a service that drops fliers
around the community. I’ve never used that before and I’m
regretful to hear it didn’t work. Sorry. We did contract with this
firm and we’ll look into whether or not they, in fact, dropped those
fliers. 2,000 fliers were distributed. That’s their minimum, in
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fact, and we put it together and got it to them. And thanks for the
feedback”.
We’re required to put a so-called legal notice. That’s with the
fine print. It’s hard to read, granted. Then there was also an
advertisement too in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch. Plus other
papers too but primarily we looked to the Post-Dispatch.”
Mr. Eller responded to Mr. Haskell’s answer by stating
“I just feel again if there would have been a better notification of
the residents in the neighborhood - I know there’s a lot of very
involved people - that there would have been a better turnout
tonight and you would have heard a lot more from the people that
this is actually affecting. That’s my only comment. I think fliers
aren’t a bad idea. I think it might have been a bad idea to hire
whoever you hired to have done that”.
Discussions continued about the limited degree of advance notice
possible because of the “problems with date changes.” Mr. Eller
reiterated his concern about residents not being aware of the meeting by
stating
“If it’s important to hear the residents in this whole process I
would recommend for the record that you hold another one with a
better beginning than what happened tonight”.
Response:

Please refer to the Responses associated with Comments 1 and 2,
pertaining to the selection of Alternative 6 for implementation, based
on public comment.

Comment 11
Commentor: Mr. Frank Muehlheausler, Mr. Muehlheausler is the principal of the
Clay School, the Clay Community Education Center.
Comment:

Mr. Muehlheausler spoke of the contributions that Mallinckrodt, Inc.
has made to his school, both with their financial gifts and the volunteer
services of their employees. He described how his school had evolved
from one that was in trouble to a school the neighborhood is proud of.
He credits Mallinckrodt for helping bring about the change by saying
“What I’m getting to is this, partnership has played a big role in
changing the school culture. And to a certain extent this
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neighborhood culture. I’ve been here for 13 years and I live in the
city. I’ve seen an evolution in this school because of partnerships
like Mallinckrodt Chemical. They developed the CAP program
which brings a lot of partners together from the community and we
talk about issues.
And I think that Mallinckrodt is very responsible. And that’s what
scares me. Because I see this whole issue of being one where
Mallinckrodt has to be responsible to their business, they have to
be responsible to their stockholders. And they will, I’m sure they
will. Everything I know about these people from Mallinckrodt
makes me believe that they are responsible.
That if they can’t develop that property the way they want to,
they’re going to be responsible for their stockholders and they’re
going to move some place else. And that scares me. Because if we
lose Mallinckrodt we lose an anchor in this neighborhood just like
Doug said. And an anchor that’s been here for a long time
I could go on and on about the involvement Mallinckrodt has had
with not only this school but within the community. And it would
be a loss, it would be a tremendous loss if they were to move.
...But it’s very important to us that Mallinckrodt remains in this
community and that’s why I’m saying No. 6 to keep Mallinckrodt
here.”
Response:

Please refer to the Responses associated with Comments 1 and 2,
pertaining to the selection of Alternative 6 for implementation, based
on public comment.

Comment 12
Commentor: Ms. Judice Green. Ms. Green is a resident of Hyde Park.
Comment:

Mrs. Green stated her desires for the preferred alternative to be changed
to Alternative 6 and questioned what effect the contamination may have
had on the health of residents. She also expressed concern over the
publicity of the meeting, agreeing with earlier comments that another
meeting should be held so those unaware of this meeting may have an
opportunity to speak. She stated,
“And when I came in here I was quite taken because I wasn’t
expecting this. I didn’t know what really to expect when I

A-20

received a notice. And I didn’t receive a notice until yesterday.
So it didn’t make it in this neighborhood until yesterday. And that
was the 20th. Today is the 21st. So I really didn’t get a chance to
inform a lot of my neighbors. I don’t know how many people I
saw. I felt that there was interest, some serious interest. I needed
to come out. If no one else came out then I needed to get the
information to take back to my neighbors.
I agree with this gentleman here who made a comment that
another forum should be made available to people, for the
residents. Like I said I didn’t receive notice until yesterday. And I
think that was very short. And it wasn’t put in the community or
any organizations like the Hyde Park Lions, through measures like
that, for the information to be presented. I’m kind of - I’m sort of
offended to a certain extent, you know, because I wasn’t informed
in time. But for my understanding since I’ve been here tonight I
would be for the Alternative 6 for greater measures taken of
cleaning up this contamination because I am greatly concerned
because I have a daughter that I have raised in this area, and also
I’m concerned about what are the effects this contamination has
already had, if any. So that is also a question.
And also I agree with the gentleman in that there should be an
extended date if possible. That’s my great concern. Because like I
said, the meeting that - the means that you all have taken to give
out this information, I’m disappointed, very disappointed.”
Response:

Please refer to the Responses associated with Comments 1 and 2,
pertaining to the selection of Alternative 6 for implementation, based
on public comment.
The radiological contamination can only result in a health effect if an
individual is exposed through direct contact with the material
(ingestion or inhalation of the material) or spends an extended time in
close proximity to the material (direct gamma exposure).
Because the MED/AEC materials are confined to the Mallinckrodt site
and vicinity properties, and are generally not accessible to the general
public, it is unlikely that exposure has occurred to member of the
general public. Thus health effects to individuals living in the general
area are not expected.

Comment 13
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Commentor: Ms. Linda Ellenburg.
Ms. Ellenburg is an employee of the
Mallinckrodt, Inc. and a resident of the area.
Comment:

Ms. Ellenburg expressed her support for the neighborhood and
Mallinckrodt, Inc. In comment to the earlier statements pertaining to
meeting pre-publicity, she indicated she had received notice of the
meeting from a flyer sent to her home.

Response:

No response statement is necessary.

Comment 14
Commentor:

Ms. Debbie Eisenbraun. Ms. Eisenbraun is a resident of the Old North
St. Louis.

Comment:

Ms. Eisenbraun expressed her support for the complete cleanup
associated with Alternative 5 and questioned the consequences of not
cleaning it up. He stated,
“I know 15 years ago when my kids were young and they had
detectable lead levels, the health department told us they weren’t
within a treatable range. But since then the kids who come up with
that same level of lead are treatable. You know, the treatment
range has changed.
And I’m concerned about, similar to Tom Bratkowski, I’m
concerned why not clean up at all. I mean what happens if in 5 or
10 years the problem, you know, range expands? Are we taking a
risk of not cleaning it all up?”

Response:

Please refer to the Response associated with Comment 8, supporting
Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative.

Comment 15
Commentor:

Comment:

Mr. Dennis Chambers. Mr. Chambers is a certified health physicist for
the USACE.
Mr. Chambers responded to the concerns regarding risk by stating,
“With respect to the residual risk issues, the issues on the site, the
allowable contamination going to be remaining there is being kept
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down to levels that are protective of the population, the workers
there at the site as well as the environment.
So we will minimize any effect on the personnel on site, let alone
personnel off-site. And the levels are sufficiently low that they will
meet the EPA risk criteria for the remediation and will be
protective of the population.”
Response:

Mr. Chambers comment was a response to an earlier comment. No
additional comment is necessary.
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2.0 SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM STAKEHOLDERS

ATTACHMENTS A-1 AND A-2

ATTACHMENT A-1
MDNR Hazardous Waste Program Comments on Mallinckrodt’s
RCRA Facility Investigation Work Plan

ATTACHMENT A-2
Comments from the Spokane Tribe Relating to Offsite Disposal
of Contamination at the Dawn Mining Facility

